When augmented with approval ratings for incumbent presidents, the explanatory power increases to 83 pct. and only incorrectly calls one of the last 15 US presidential elections. Applied to the 2012 election as a forecasting model the prediction is that President Obama will win 49,6 pct. of the two-party vote.
Introduction
Recent decades has witnessed an explosion in the number of statistical studies by economists and political scientists to either explain or forecast US presidential elections. The present research note adds one more such model.
A "Growth and cost-of-ruling" model
We suggest the following basic model:
(1) Dependent variable: The share of the two-party vote won by the candidate running as the presidential candidate of the party occupying The White House.
(2) Independent variables: a) A measure of economic growth in the period from the midterm election to the next presidential election. The reasoning is a variation of the argument usually found in the economic voting literature: Voters reward or punish in the incumbent party on the basis of how the economy is doing. However, as opposed to many other models we do not include any arbitrarily selected observation points (say, e.g., 2 nd quarter of the election year) or arbitrarily weighted averages. Rather, we simply measure change in average real disposable income in the period after the mid-term election assuming that the voters already have voiced their opinions on that prior occasion. b) A measure of "cost of ruling", involving both incumbency and the terms-in-office. On the one hand, it is a hard fact of US presidential politics, that incumbents running for re-election rarely lose; the exceptions in modern times being 1992, 1980 and 1932. On the other hand, it is also a solid observation that it is rare that a party holds power for more than two terms in a row; 1989-1993 and 1941-53 
Application of the model for elections 1932-2008
Let us apply this base model to the US presidential elections 1932-2008, using ordinary least squares (OLS) multiple regression analysis. Doing so we get the results presented in Table 1 . As is evident, the model both has high face value and seems fairly robust:
All coefficients, across different versions, are statistically significant and have the expected signs. The model also has considerable explanatory power, explaining 70-74 percent of the variation in vote shares, albeit with standard errors ranging from 3.2 to 3.3.
1 For the present purposes vice presidents who have assumed the presidency are counted as "half" incumbents (Truman in 1948 , Johnson in 1964 , Ford in 1976 . One model (4) adds Gallup's presidential approval ratings from last week of October in the election year, assuming that there will be a positive relationship. Approval ratings are, of course, not the "causes" of election outcomes but rather an expression of satisfaction with the incumbent party's president and may to some extent be hypothesized to catch factors not measurable by economic conditions alone.
Another model (5) adds Douglas Hibbs' measure of cumulated US war casualties in US-initiated invasions abroad (Hibbs 2000; Hibbs 2008) , assuming that any effect will be negative due to the unpopularity of such human costs. A third model (6) adds a dummy for whether another party controls one or more chambers of Congress, assuming that any effect will be positive, since "divided government" and "gridlock" gives the governing party an "enemy" to run against.
A fourth model (7) adds a dummy for whether the incumbent party is the GOP in order to control for any partisan effects. A fifth model (8) adds a variable counting the number of quarters with negative growth in real disposable income in the election year, in order to control for trends leading up to the election. Finally, a model (9) adds change in Dow Jones Industrials in the first nine months of the election year, assuming that any effect will be positive.
As the results in Table 2 
